C onsumers exhibit behavioral loyalty when they repeatedly patronize a business, often to the exclusion of competing offers. Although such repeat purchases are desirable from a financial perspective, it is not optimal to take behavioral loyalty at face value, because consumers' repeat purchases may be driven by different reasons, such as favorable attitude, switching barriers, and sunk costs (Dick and Basu 1994) . Identifying the drivers of behavioral loyalty can help properly allocate resources among marketing tactics (Seetharaman 2004) and enable the creation of customized marketing programs for maximum effectiveness.
To this end, the current research focuses on two key mechanisms underlying behavioral loyalty: attitudinai loyalty and habit. Our decision to focus on this duo is driven by an extensive stream of literature that suggests their important role in consumer choice (e.g. , Jeuland 1979; Roy, Chintagunta, and Haldar 1996; Tam, Wood, and Ji Song 2009) . Extending this research stream, we explore in-depth how these two mechanisms differ, how they dictate opposite responses to cross-selling promotions, and how firms can adapt such promotions to each driver. The differences between attitudinai loyalty and habit are particularly intriguing in light of the high similarity in manifested behavior, such as high purchase frequency, low brand switching, and, oftentimes, high spending. Because these behavioral characteristics are often used in practice to segment customers, consumers driven by attitudinai loyalty and habit are typically lumped together and targeted with the same loyalty marketing tactics. Yet as our empirical studies show, attitudinai loyalty and habit can lead to distinct patterns of purchase behavior and divergent responses to cross-selling promotions. Our findings indicate that ignoring the differences between these two forces can undermine the effectiveness of promotions and even create unintended negative consequences on consumer purchases.
Our research contributes to both marketing research and practice. First, drawing from recent habit research, we conduct an in-depth analysis of the similarities of and differences between attitudinai loyalty and habit. We further suggest a way to measure habit from observed purchase behavior, improving on existing ways of modeling habit persistence as model parameters at the product-category level (e.g., Seetharaman and Chintagunta 1998) . Because consumers may be habitual to varying degrees, our measure of individual habit strength more accurately accounts for habitual infiuences and enables identification of the true underlying drivers of repeat purchase.
Second, from the fundamental differences between attitudinai loyalty and habit, we investigate how these two forces moderate consumers' responses to promotional stim-uli and how marketers can design promotions to cater to these forces. This has not been considered in previous studies but has important implications for marketing practice. As our results suggest, ignoring the distinction between these two forces can render a well-intentioned promotional campaign ineffective and even detrimental for some consumers. We further show which promotional tactics work better with attitudinal loyalty versus habit to achieve maximum effectiveness.
Third, we enrich the cross-selling literature, which has received limited attention from academic researchers (Reinartz, Thomas, and Bascoul 2008) . Our research responds to marketing scholars' call that "cross-selling must be implemented through carefully targeted customer contacts" (Kamakura 2008, p. 45 ) and suggests at least one way firms can construct such targeting. Moreover, we move beyond the focus on individual characteristics to identify not only whether to cross-sell to a consumer but also which tactics to use for the consumer. In doing so, our research provides practical guidance on how firms can combine marketing strategy and consumer understanding to yield optimal outcomes from cross-selling campaigns.
Conceptual Background

What is Attitudinai Loyaity?
In a comprehensive discussion of brand loyalty, Oliver (1999, p. 34 ) defines loyalty as "a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or same brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching behavior." According to his framework, attitudinal loyalty addresses the psychological component of a consumer's commitment to a brand and may encompass beliefs of product/service superiority as well as positive and accessible reactions toward the brand. Here, we follow Oliver's (1999) tradition and use the term "brand" in the broad sense to refer to both goods (e.g., beverages) and service (e.g., retail services) brands. This is consistent with literature that has used "brand" and "brand loyalty" to refer to a wide range of service entities such as retail chains, lodging providers, and coffee shops (e.g., Brakus, Schmitt, and Zarantonello 2009; Dick and Basu 1994; Morgan and Dev 1994) . Oliver (1999) considers behavioral loyalty a later stage of the loyalty process. Attitudinal loyalty first translates into a strong intention to buy from the brand and eventually repeat purchase behavior (Oliver 1999 ). Although we agree that attitudinal loyalty can lead to repeat patronage, we believe not all repeat purchases are the result of attitudinal loyalty. In this sense, our view is close to that of Dick and Basu (1994) , who refer to behavioral loyalty without attitudinal loyalty as "spurious loyalty." Addressing this possibility, we focus on another major contributor to behavioral loyalty, habit, which can exist with or without attitudinal loyalty.
What is Habit?
We define "habit" as a behavioral disposition that is exercised frequently and in which responses are triggered directly by contextual cues. Four types of contextual cues have been most often associated with habit (Wood and Neal 2009) : (1) time (e.g., time of the day), (2) location (e.g., home, office), (3) social setting (i.e., whom one is with), and (4) preceding or ensuing events (e.g., before going to the gym). In the presence of one or more such stable contextual cues, habit is triggered, and the associated behavior is performed automatically. Two critical properties of habit are reflected in our definition. One is the important role of stable contextual cues in forming and maintaining habit. When contextual cues change, habitual behavior no longer sustains (Wood, Tam, and Witt 2005) . The other property of habit is its automatic implementation when triggered by contextual cues. That is, when the right trigger is present, consumers implement habit easily and without conscious interference. Marketing literature has begun to acknowledge this associative nature of habit and explore specific contextual cues that can trigger it (Khare and Inman 2006) .
To understand habit, it is important to recognize its distinction fi-om related concepts. We compare habit with decision heuristics, convenience, and inertia in the Web Appendix (www.marketingpower.com/jm_webappendix). Although the term "habit" is not new to marketing (e.g. , Jeuland 1979) , our definition offers a few advantages over previous treatments of it. First, associating habit with stable contextual cues leads to a clear manifestation in behavior (e.g., stable patterns). As we show subsequently, it enables us to develop a simple empirical gauge of habit strength from a person's transaction history and increases the practical relevance of habit. Second, the literature often treats habit as purchase frequency (e.g., Breivik and Thorbj0msen 2008) . Although purchase frequency is an important part of habit, it alone cannot differentiate truly habitual consumers from attitudinally loyal consumers who buy frequently out of evaluative or affective forces. Our approach therefore provides a more discriminating assessment of the exact drivers behind individual consumers' repeat purchases.
Finally, by identifying the associative nature of habit, we can draw on the recent literature on habit and automaticity (Bargh 2002) to predict how habitual consumers may respond in a given situation. That is, we can not only differentiate attitudinally loyal and habitual consumers but also build on that intelligence to gain insight into how these consumers respond to promotions. As we show in our empirical studies, using this prediction can enable optimal promotional design based on the underlying drivers of repeat purchase.
Comparison of Attitudinai Loyaity and Habit as Drivers of Behaviorai Loyaity
Attitudinal loyalty and habit can result in similar purchase behavior. Both lead to persistent choice of the same brand, despite unfavorable factors such as a higher price (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001) . Both result in no search or limited search when making a purchase (Dick and Basu 1994; Kaas 1982) . When competitors try to induce customer switching, both attitudinally loyal and habitual consumers may be highly resistant to such efforts (Desai and Raju 2007; Klemperer 1987) . Despite these overt similarities, attitudinal loyalty and habit operate at different levels, with the former being motivated by favorable attitudes at the brand level and the latter being associated with the presence of stable cues at the purchase context level. Furthermore, they differ in how they develop, what triggers them, how they manifest in behavior, and how persistent or malleable they are. In the following subsections, we briefly describe these differences (for a more detailed discussion, refer to Tam, Wood, and Ji Song 2009 ).
Development process. Attitudinai loyalty and habit are formed differently. The former stems from positive brand evaluation. Researchers have attributed its development to a variety of factors, such as satisfaction (Oliver 1999 ) and perceived value (Johnson, Herrmann, and Huber 2006) . In contrast, the only essential factors for habit development are behavioral repetition and stable context (Duhigg 2012) . Habit is developed through associative learning in which behavior repetition in a consistent context increases the automaticity of the behavior when the contextual cue is encountered (Lally et al. 2010) . Whereas attitudinai loyalty builds on conscious brand evaluation, consumers may be unaware of the associative learning process that leads to habit.
An important question for marketers is what makes consumers repeat their prior choice before habit is formed. A straightforward answer would be positive attitude or preference, which can engender both attitudinai loyalty and habit. This suggests potential overlap between the development of the two forces.' However, a key difference is that preference remains a conscious part of attitudinai loyalty, whereas it drops out of habit after the behavioral tendency is formed and automated. Furthermore, preference is not the sole precursor to habit. Other factors, such as satisflcing (Simon 1955) and risk avoidance (Heilman, Bowman, and Wright 2000) , can fuel repeat choice. In both examples, positive attitude is not required. Consumers may select an option only because it satisfies some minimum requirements (i.e., satisflcing), or they may choose an option they are familiar with to minimize risk (i.e., risk avoidance).
Triggering mechanism. Attitudinai loyalty and habit trigger repeat purchases differently. The former drives repeat purchase on the basis of favorable evaluation. It represents a positive attitude, and the stronger it is, the greater the likelihood of repeat purchase. In contrast, contextual cues, such as time and location, trigger habit-driven repeat purchase automatically as part of the mental association of habit, without guidance from attitudes, intentions, or goals (Ji Song and Wood 2007) . Therefore, purchases due to strong habit will likely repeat even when evaluation has changed, as long as the contextual cues that trigger habit remain (e.g., Neal et al. 2011) .
Behavioral manifestation. Repeat purchases due to attitudinai loyalty can happen across a variety of situations, because strong attitudinai loyalty persists over time and is resistant to situational and social conditions (Dick and Basu 1994) . As a result, attitudinai loyalty-driven repeat purchases are relatively flexible and can occur under different contexts. In contrast, because habit is triggered by contextual cues, repeat purchases driven by habit tend to be more rigid and will only occur when those cues are present (Ji Song and Wood 2007) . As a result, such behavior is relatively stable and typically happens under the same contexts. As such, it should be possible to gauge habit strength on the basis of contextual characteristics of behavior in addition to frequency.
Persistence and change. Both attitudinai loyalty and habit are highly resistant to change, but under different conditions. Because habit represents an automatic process triggered by stable contextual cues, its persistence requires the continued availability of such cues. To maintain habit-driven repeat purchase, companies should keep common contextual cues (e.g., store hours) and factors that facilitate the automatic execution of habit (e.g., store layout) consistent. By the same token, to change habit, the supporting contextual cues must be changed (e.g., Neal et al. 2011 ), which will inhibit the cuing mechanism and, thus, subsequent behavior. In contrast, the endurance of attitudinai loyalty is built on the valence and strength of the brand-attitude association. It is more resistant to situational and social changes (Dick and Basu 1994) but is susceptible to dissatisfactory experiences (Oliver 1999) . To change attitudinai loyalty, marketers should aim to change either the favorability or strength of attitude (or both). More favorable attitude fosters stronger preference and likelihood of purchase, whereas stronger attitude facilitates the retrieval of brand associations and promotes repeat purchase (Roehm, PuUins, and Roehm 2002) .
Overview of the Studies
Recognizing the differences between attitudinai loyalty and habit, we conduct four studies to examine how these two drivers influence consumer behavior differently. In Study 1, we demonstrate how to measure habit from transaction history and demonstrate the contribution of both attitudinai loyalty and habit on repeat patronage. Studies 2a and 2b then explore the differential effects of the two forces on consumer response to cross-selling campaigns. Finally, in Study 3, we show that a promotion that does not consider habitual consumers can disrupt customers' purchases even after the promotion. We further demonstrate how this situation can be remedied.
'The development of attitudinai loyalty and habit can overlap in various forms. In the most obvious case, consumers' attitudinai loyalty drives purchase repetition. With stable contextual cues, it eventually becomes habitual. In a second scenario, attitudinai loyalty and habit develop in parallel. Cumulative satisfactory brand experiences evolve into attitudinai loyalty. If these experiences also occur under stable contexts, habit can develop simultaneously. In the least obvious case, habit may also serve as the precursor to attitudinai loyalty through a self-reflection process in which consumers infer retrospectively that their attitudinai loyalty is high because they buy the brand often.
Study 1
Data
We illustrate in Study 1 how to measure individual habit strength from consumers' observed purchase behavior and examine how both habit and attitudinai loyalty toward a retail service brand play a role in observed behavioral loyalty at the company. Our analysis is based on two data sets. The first consists of 12 months of transaction records from 
Measuring individuai-Levei Habit
To measure individual habit strength, we draw on habit operationalization in the literature that uses the multiplication of contextual stability and action frequency (e.g.. Wood, Tam, and Witt 2005) . Prior habit measures typically relied on consumer self-report, which is inaccurate and may be impractical for a business. We improve these measures by deriving action frequency and contextual stability from transaction records. The Web Appendix (www.marketingpower. com/jm_webappendix) outlines the steps in our approach. In this research, we focus on two types of contextual stability, time and location of purchase, which are the most common bases of habit (Wood, Quinn, and Kashy 2002) .
To derive time stability, we began by defining time segments. The segmentation scheme should be based on knowledge of the industry's consumer behavior and typical purchase rhythm (e.g., more refined for fast-moving industries and broader for less frequently purchased categories). For the current context, we followed radio advertising practice to divide a day into six dayparts (Belch and Belch 2011) . The rationale is that radio dayparts are organized around people's driving behavior, which has a heavy influence on convenience store visits (Chanil 2004 ).
After we defined a segmentation scheme, we calculated the percentage of a consumer's transactions that occurred during each segment; the highest percentage indicates time stability for the consumer. For example, a nonhabitual customer who purchases evenly among the six dayparts receives a time stability score of 1/6, or 16.67%. In contrast, a habitual customer who makes 90% of his or her purchases during the "morning drive" segment receives a time stability score of .90. Using the first 12 weeks of the transaction data as the initialization period, we calculated time stability for our sample to range from 30% to 100%. A similar approach can be used to derive location stability. We first calculated the percentage of a consumer's transactions that occurred at each location and then selected the highest percentage to represent location stability. Our sample consumers visited up to five stores, and location stability ranged from 27.8% to 100%. The two stability dimensions correlated moderately (r -.36).
Drawing on the habit literature (Wood, Tam, and Witt 2005) , we averaged time and location stability to derive a consumer's overall stability index. We then multiplied this by the consumer's average weekly purchase frequency during the same period to yield a final habit score. For our data, habit scores ranged from .08 to 6.69 with a mean of .82 (for detailed statistics, see the Web Appendix at www.marketingpower.com/jm_webappendix). To evaluate these scores, knowledge of the industry and the brand is required. With the median shopping frequency at convenience stores being once a week (Chanil 2010) , a typical shopper who splits up purchases between two locations and two dayparts would have a habit score of .5. With this benchmark, our sample appears to be skewed toward more habitual shoppers, possibly because these consumers are loyalty program members.
Modei Overview
Applying individual habit strength derived in the previous subsection and attitudinal loyalty revealed by the customer survey, we then examined the relative contribution of these two drivers to behavioral loyalty at the convenience store chain. Because transactions at a single firm do not allow explicit observation of behavioral loyalty through measures such as share of wallet, we adapted Boatwright, Borle, and Kadane's (2003) method, which uses the proportional relationship between interpurchase time and transaction size to gauge behavioral loyalty. If a consumer purchases from a single brand, prolonging the interpurchase time (e.g., doubling the typical interpurchase time) requires a larger purchase (e.g., twice the usual amount) to replenish inventory. However, if the consumer purchases another brand between the two transactions, such a proportional relationship will not be observable from the focal brand transactions. Therefore, the extent to which a consumer's transaction size and interpurchase time from the focal brand follows a proportional relationship can be used to infer the level of behavioral loyalty toward the brand. This approach was originally designed for online grocery shopping (Boatwright, Borle, and Kadane 2003) and has since been applied to offline retail customers (Liu 2007 ).
Mathematically, we derive customers' behavioral loyalty with the following equation:
where LogAmtjj is the log-transformed amount consumer i spent in transaction j, LoglPTimey is the log-transformed number of days that elapsed between consumer i's last transaction j -1 and the current transaction j, X¡j is a vector of control variables that we detail in the next section, and e.j is the error term. The focal parameter is the coefficient for LogIPTime¡j, a¡2. Because both purchase amount and interpurchase time are log-transformed, 0.12 represents the proportional relationship between the two and therefore reflects the behavioral loyalty of consumer i. This parameter typically falls between 0 and 1, with 1 representing total behavioral loyalty and 0 representing no behavioral loyalty (Boatwright, Bode, and Kadane 2003; Liu 2007) .
We use hierarchical linear modeling to take into account individual heterogeneity in transaction size and behavioral loyalty (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002) . Recall that our main goal here is to demonstrate the impact of attitudinal loyalty (AttLoyi) and habit strength (Habiti). Therefore, at the second level, we model au and aj2 as follows: (2) an = ßi + ß2AttLoyi + ßsHabiti -^ T¡| , and In the model, ßi signifies the average log-transformed spending when all predictors are equal to zero, and ^2 ^nd ß3 represent the direct impact of attitudinal loyalty and habit on log-transformed spending when interpurchase time is one day (i.e., LoglPTimey = 0). Because attitudinal loyalty and habit are both mean-centered, the coefficient for LoglPTimeSjj (ß4) reflects behavioral loyalty level for a consumer with average attitudinal loyalty and habit. The coefficients for AttLoyj x LoglPTimejj (ßs) and Habitj x LoglPTimeij (ßg) are the central parameters of interest here. They explain the effect of attitudinal loyalty and habit on the level of behavioral loyalty (ai2). Finally, we have a vector A3 signifying the effects of the control variables (Xi¡), x-,2 representing the random variation in behavioral loyalty that is not systematically accounted for by the fixed coefficients, the transaction-level residual ejj, and the individuallevel residual Xi,. 
Variable Operationalization
Attitudinai loyalty. We measured consumers' attitudinai loyalty toward the retail service brand in the survey using the scale from Yi and Jeon (2003) , which we adapted to the current context. The consumers rated how much they agree or disagree with each of four statements on a seven-point scale anchored by "strongly disagree" and "strongly agree": (1) "I like this store more than other convenience stores," (2) "I have a strong preference for this store," (3) "I give first considerations to this store when I need to buy convenience store items," and (4) "I would recommend this store to others." The Cronbach's alpha for the scale was .88, and we averaged the ratings of the four items to form an overall attitudinai loyalty score for each consumer.
Control variables.
We included six variables to control for marketing influence and individual characteristics. We captured marketing influence by the average weekly price of a basket of top 100 products (AvgPrice^) and the number of weeks consumer i had been enrolled in the loyalty program (LnLPWkSjj), both for the week in which consumer i made transaction j. We log-transformed the latter to take into account the gradual slowing down of purchase quantity growth after joining a loyalty program (Liu 2007) .
For individual demographics, we included age (Age;) and gender (Gender;). We also included two other individual characteristics derived from the survey. The first was the consumer's tendency to buy impulsively (Impulse;), which can lead to spontaneous fluctuation in spending that is not driven by interpurchase time. This was measured by two items, "I often buy things spontaneously" and "I tend to plan out all my purchases" (reverse-scored), both on a seven-point scale anchored by "strongly disagree" and "strongly agree." We averaged the two items to create an impulsiveness score (r = .74). The final control variable addresses potential nonresponse bias from using a survey sample. We used a question from the survey asking the respondents whether they would like to participate in future surveys, which was meant to generate a list of likely survey participants for the company's future market research. It could be argued that people with a greater tendency to selfselect into answering the company's surveys (for whatever reason) will be more likely to answer yes to this question. Therefore, we included each participant's answer as another control variable in the model (SurveyIntentj).
Model Estimation and Results
We estimated the proposed model and three alternative models using maximum likelihood. Two of these alternatives omitted either attitudinai loyalty or habit, and the third model used another operationalization of habit: instead of combining time and location stability, we used each of the two stability components to create two separate habit constructs (time habit and location habit). These two constructs replaced the single habit variable in the proposed model, and we added the interactions between the two habit constructs. Table 1 , Panel B, presents the estimates and fit statistics for all four models. The proposed model fits significantly better than both the model without attitudinai loyalty (X2 = 10.19, p = .006) and the one without habit (x^ = 22.11, p < .001). These results suggest that habit can explain individual variance in behavioral loyalty and that there is a need to consider both drivers. There was no significant difference in fit between our main model and the one with separate time and location habit {y} = 3.00, /? > .50), though the Akaike information criterion (AIC) favored the main model as being more parsimonious.
Although the direction and significance of the coefficients stayed consistent across the models, their magnitude differed, suggesting that potential bias can be introduced when attitudinai loyalty and habit are not considered simultaneously. For the model with separate time and location habit, the two habit variables had similar effects and were in the same direction as the main model. The interactions between time and location habit were not significant. For brevity of discussion, we focus on the results from the main model. Both attitudinai loyalty (ß2 = .08, p = .009) and habit (ß3 = 12,p < .001) had a direct positive effect on logtransformed spending that went beyond their impact on behavioral loyalty. The intercept (ß4) for Equation 3 represents the behavioral loyalty level for a consumer with average attitudinai loyalty and habit. Its estimated value of .13 {p < .001) suggests a relatively low average level of behavioral loyalty, which is in line with previous applications (Boatwright, Borle, and Kadane 2003; Liu 2007 ). As we expected, both attitudinai loyalty (ßs = .02, p = .05) and habit (ßg = .05,p < .001) had a positive effect on behavioral loyalty.2 This suggests the value of considering both attitudinai loyalty and habitual forces when studying repatronage. It is worthwhile to note that the correlation between attitudinai loyalty and habit was significant but relatively low (r = .14, p = .04), suggesting that habitual customers are not necessarily attitudinally loyal and vice versa.
Our results revealed a significant, positive effect of average weekly item price on purchase amount (ß = .07,/? = .005). Because the store also sells gasoline, this positive effect is likely due to the relatively inflexible demand for fuel. Longer participation in the loyalty program did not translate to a larger transaction size (p = .90). This differs fi^om Liu's (2007) findings, possibly because the majority of our sample had participated in the program for a substantial period of time (86% had been members for at least six months). As a result, the gain from the loyalty program may have already been fully realized before the data period. Impulsive buying had an expected positive effect on purchase amount (ß = .16, p = .01). The Surveylntent variable was not significant {p = .86), nor were age (p = .50) and gender (p = .57).
Discussion
This study develops a measure of habit strength from consumer transaction history. Using the measure, we show that Although our findings suggest a stronger impact from habit than from attitudinai loyalty, we caution against generalizing this for two reasons: (1) The relative impact of attitudinai loyalty and habit may vary by industry. Research has shown routine to be an important pan of convenience store shopping (Chanil 2004) . In other industries, attitudinai loyalty may play a more important role instead. (2) Our sample of loyalty program members may represent more constrained variance in attitudinai loyalty (for details about sample selection, see the Web Appendix at www.marketingpower.com/ jm_webappendix). This can lead to an underestimate of the effect of attitudinai loyalty than if we had used a general consumer sample.
attitudinal loyalty and habit both play important roles in convenience store shoppers' repatronage behavior. Moreover, attitudinal loyalty and habit strength only correlate weakly with each other, suggesting that the two are distinct forces and that they do not always coexist within the same consumer. Because studies of behavioral loyalty often consider only one of these forces at a time, our results support the argument made by marketing scholars that omitting one force can overestimate the other's impact and that researchers should account for both drivers when studying repeat purchase behavior (Seetharaman 2004) .
Although our approach helps empirically separate the two drivers of behavioral loyalty, the practical value of doing so rests on the differential effects the two drivers may exert on consumer response to marketing efforts. That is, if these two forces lead to the same consumer response, there is no need for businesses to differentiate them. To date, there is limited empirical evidence that compares the effects of attitudinal loyalty and habit on marketing outcomes. Our next three studies, therefore, investigate this issue.
Study 2a
The aim of Studies 2a and 2b is to test the differential effects of attitudinal loyalty and habit on response to crossselling promotions, which many companies engage in with the hope of maximizing customer lifetime value. Previous research has suggested the need to consider customer characteristics in cross-selling, making it an ideal context to explore the distinct impacts of attitudinal loyalty and habit (Güne § et al. 2010) . We expect the effectiveness of crossselling to increase with attitudinal loyalty, because the goodwill and trust from loyal shoppers can transfer to other business areas. This is in line with the path of relationship development in which people tend to expand the scope of a relationship as it develops (Reinartz, Thomas, and Bascoul 2008) . In support of this view, researchers have found loyalty and trust to affect consumers' cross-buying intention and behavior positively (Aurier and N'Goala 2010) .
We expect a different response from habit. As habit strengthens, shoppers are much more resistant to change (Tam, Wood, and Ji Song 2009) . As a result, a cross-selling effort that requires shoppers to break their routine (e.g., having to come inside the store instead of just fill up on gas and go) may not induce behavioral change from habitual consumers. Supporting this notion, a meta-analysis by Webb and Sheeran (2006) shows that even when a person has an explicit intention to change behavior, this does not predict actual behavioral change well if the original habit is strong. Therefore, we expect a strong habit to deter consumers from expanding into other categories. This discussion leads to the following hypotheses^:
H|¡,: A cross-selling promotion is more effective for consumers with high attitudinal loyalty than for those with low attitudinal loyalty.
3It is important to note that attitudinally loyal consumers and habitual consumers are not two mutually exclusive groups. Instead, attitudinal loyalty and habit can be regarded as two dimensions behind each consumer's repeat purchase, and a consumer can have high levels of both (i.e., be highly loyal and habitual) or low levels of both (i.e., be neither loyal nor habitual).
Hn,: A cross-selling promotion is less effective for consumers with strong habit than for those with weak habit.
Data and Modei
In Study 2a, we test H|a and H15 with data on a promotion offered by the same firm as in Study 1. The firm operates both a gas station and a convenience store at each location. Because in-store items are much more profitable than gasoline, the firm was interested in cross-selling to customers who only bought gas. Although the promotion we studied was offered to all customers, its key purpose was to incentivize fuel-only shoppers to buy inside the store. The 22-week campaign rewarded consumers with a free bottle of soda for every 12 bottles purchased. The deal was announced over speakers at the gas pumps and window signs throughout the 22 weeks. All sample consumers bought gas during that time and therefore were all exposed to the promotion. Our main data set contained transaction records of 21,725 active loyalty program members for the promotional period between July and December 2007. In addition, to identify whether a consumer was a cross-selling target (i.e., whether he or she was a fuel-only customer at the start of promotion) and to derive habit strength, we obtained another 12 weeks of prepromotion transaction records from April to June 2007. For attitudinal loyalty, we used the same survey as in Study 1. Matching the data sets generated a final sample of 198 customers.
Because the purpose of the promotion was to bring consumers inside the store, the management considered it of greater interest to determine whether the promotion achieved this goal than to sell the specific promoted items. Therefore, we chose the number of weekly in-store purchases as our dependent variable, yielding 4,356 total observations. To accommodate the excess (58.2%) zeros in the data, we used zero-inflated negative binomial regression (Greene 2003) . Specifically, we modeled the probability of consumer i making y¡, transactions during week t as in Equation 5: where r(-) is the gamma function, 0 < 7C¡t < 1, A. ¡, > 0, and 6 > 0. We then model the log-transformed purchase rate A. ¡( as a function of consumer and marketing variables as follows: (6) X Loyaltyi -1-ßsCSi x Habiti -1-ßgAvgPricej + ß7LnLPWkSi, + ßgAgei -1-Similarly, we predicted the zero-inflation parameter 7t¡, with the same set of variables with a logistic linking function. Our key variables are CS;, Loyalty;, Habitj, and their interactions. The dummy variable CSj was set to 1 if a consumer was a cross-selling target (i.e., fuel-only customer) before the promotion. Those who akeady shopped inside the store (i.e., non-cross-selling targets) served as the baseline that we used to compare with fuel-only customers. Because cross-selling requires fuel-only customers to change their behavior, we expect these consumers to show a weaker reaction to the promotion than those who already shop inside the store (i.e., ßi < 0). However, this differential reaction should diminish if the cross-selling is successful. That is, the more effective the promotion is in cross-selling, the smaller the difference should be between fuel-only and non-fuel-only customers, and the closer the effect of CSj (ßi) should be to zero. We are especially interested in how the cross-selling effect varies by attitudinai loyalty and habit. Recall that we expected cross-selling to be more effective for customers who were high (vs. low) in attitudinai loyalty, as indicated by a positive interaction between CS¡ and Loyalty, (ß4 > 0). We expect the opposite for habit, whereby cross-selling should be less effective for strongly habitual customers than for weakly habitual customers (ßs < 0).
Variable Operationalization
Cross-selling. We defined cross-selling targets on the basis of company practice. Using management's estimate of in-store customers typically buying in-store products at least once a week, we considered consumers who bought gas but did not shop inside the store at all during the fourweek period immediately before the promotion (i.e., June 2007) fuel-only shoppers. These consumers accounted for just under 30% of our sample and constituted the cross-selling targets. The rest of the sample were non-cross-selling targets and served as the baseline.
Attitudinai loyalty and habit. We obtained attitudinai loyalty using the same customer survey described in Study 1. The current sample's loyalty scores ranged from 1 to 7, with a mean of 5.05 (a = .89). We derived habit also using the Study 1 approach, except we did so on the basis of the 12 prepromotion weeks and focused only on fuel purchases during that time period. This habit strength ranged from .08 to 4.21, with a mean of .68.
Control variables.
We controlled for the influence of the same marketing and individual variables as we did in Study 1. Because this study is focused on in-store purchases, we based the weekly average price (AvgPrice,) only on in-store items.
Resuits
We estimated the model using maximum likelihood with clustered robust standard errors. A likelihood ratio test showed that our model fit better than a null model with no explanatory variables (x^ = 2,842.7, p < .001). Moreover, the expected portion of zero counts from the model was close to the observed portion (57.60% vs. 58.20%), suggesting a good fit. Table 3 , Panel A, shows the model estimates. Our discussion focuses on the count model, because our interest lies in the effect of the promotion on consumers' in-store purchase rate.
Recall that we set CSj to 1 for cross-selling targets. We expected these consumers to respond less favorably to the promotion because it required a greater change in their behavior than for consumers who already shopped inside the store and therefore could more readily benefit from the deal. The significant negative coefficient of CS¡ (ßj = -1.74,p < .001) supported this prediction. In addition to the general effect of cross-selling, we were particularly interested in the interactions between CSj and attitudinai loyalty and habit. As expected, we found a significant positive interaction between CSj and loyalty (ß4 = .60, p < .001). To interpret the interaction, we followed the procedure Aiken and West (1991) recommend and compared the simple slopes for CS; at one standard deviation above and below the loyalty mean (M = 5.05, SD = 1.27). Recall that a more effective promotion leads to a CSj simple slope closer to zero. Consistent with Hja, when loyalty was high, the promotion was significantly more effective (simple slope = -.98,p < .001) than when loyalty was low (simple slope = -2.51, p < .001).
The opposite was true for habit, as reflected by the significant negative interaction between CSj and habit (ßs = -.72, p < .001). Comparing the simple slopes at one standard deviation above and below the habit mean (M -.68, SD = .66) revealed that the promotion was less successful for highly habitual cross-selling targets (simple slope = -2.22, p < .001) than for those with weak habit (simple slope =-1.27,p< .001). Therefore, Hib was also supported.
Not surprisingly, our results revealed that for non-crossselling targets (i.e., when CS =0), loyalty had a positive effect on in-store purchase incidence (ß2 = .28, p < .001). The habit effect was also positive (ß3 = .43, p -.02). For the control variables, we found an expected negative effect for in-store product price (ßg = -.16, p -.001). Consistent with the loyalty program literature, we found purchase incidence to rise if a consumer has been in the loyalty program for a longer period of time (ß7 = .47, p = .005). For the demographic variables, in-store purchase incidence was higher for male (vs. female) consumers (ßg = .27, p = .03), but age did not matter (p -.27). Finally, both impulsiveness (ßg = .04, p = .03) and intention to participate in future surveys (ßg = .001, p = .09) had a positive effect on in-store purchase incidence.
Discussion
Companies often pursue high-value customers with offers from other business areas with the hope that these customers will extend their purchases into those areas. Addressing this context, this study reveals that cross-selling is not uniformly effective across all repeat customers. The cross-selling promotion in this study was more effective for highly loyal consumers than for consumers with low attitudinal loyalty because the former's positive affect toward the brand encouraged them to change their behavior to shop inside the store. For habitual consumers, however, the opposite was true. Because strongly habitual consumers are resistant to changing their routine, the promotion was less effective for them than for those with weak habits.
There are a few limitations to our studies thus far. First, we have considered only purchases with the focal brand and have ignored competition. Second, everyone in the sample was offered the promotion, and there was no control group. Third, the cross-selling target variable (CSi) "^^y ^ê ndogenous. That is, other systematic differences between fuel-only and non-fuel-only customers could have explained the results. Fourth, both Studies 1 and 2a used a loyalty program as the backdrop. It is unclear whether the findings will generalize to other industries and to a non-loyalty-program setting. We address these limitations in the next study.
Study 2b
Study 2b addresses several of Study 2a's limitations. First, we used a control group and manipulated cross-selling instead of relying on consumers' prior classification, thus avoiding self-selection into the cross-selling group as in Study 2a. Second, we captured purchases at all competing brands and used share of visit (SOV) as the dependent variable. This provides an alternative measure of consumer response and takes competition into account. Third, we used a non-convenience-store and non-loyalty-program environment to eliminate the potential bias from likely high levels of loyalty among loyalty program members.
Participants and Procedures
We conducted the experiment on a university campus that allows students and staff to use their university identification card as a campus debit card. Because the system records the transactions that cardholders make at all on-campus eateries and vending machines, it enabled us to get a complete and unobtrusive picture of consumer purchases at the focal and competing brands on campus. Furthermore, the card does not offer a reward program, which created a loyalty program-free environment. Finally, because the card system is not brand specific, we were able to design the study with a restaurant that did not have extremely high levels of loyalty.
We conducted the study in two stages. People using their card to pay for food and drinks were recruited on campus near the major dining area in exchange for an opportunity to win a $200 gift card. In the first stage, they filled out a survey containing attitudinal loyalty and other measures. They were then assigned through complete randomization to either the control or the experimental group. Participants in the experimental group were told that, in addition to the $200 gift card, they could also win an iPad. They would earn one entry for the drawing for each day they make a purchase at the focal restaurant during prespecified hours. We set the hours to be nonrush hours for the focal restaurant because cross-selling to customers at nonrush hours is a common restaurant practice to redirect traffic without losing customers to competitors. Participants in the control group were not aware of this promotion. In Stage 2, all participants submitted their card statement from the beginning of the semester through the end of the three-week promotional period. The statement detailed the date, vendor, and amount of each transaction. A total of 163 people filled out the Stage 1 survey, of which 63 returned their card statement to complete Stage 2. These 63 consumers made from 0 to 3.5 transactions (M = .33) per week with the focal brand during the promotional period, spending between $0 and $14.58 (M = $1.62) each week.
Data and Model
We used consumer transaction records for the entire promotional period. In addition, to derive habit strength, we used eight weeks of transactions for the period immediately before the promotion. For attitudinal loyalty, we used data from the Stage 1 survey. To gauge the performance of the focal brand relative to competition, we chose SOV at the focal restaurant during the promotional period as our dependent variable. We specified a logit model as in Equation 7. (Individual subscripts are omitted for simplicity.) exp(ßo + ßjGroup + (j2i-'Oyaiiy -i-pßnaoii + ß4Group X Loyalty + ßsGroup x Habit (7) SOV = +ß6Age + ßvGender) 1 + exp(ßo + ßiGroup + ß2Loyalty + ßßHabit + ß4Group X Loyalty + ßsGroup x Habit Table 2 , Panel B, presents the descriptive statistics for the variables. Our key variables are Group, Loyalty, Habit, and their interactions. Group was a dummy variable set to 1 for those in the experimental group and 0 for those in the control group ."• Given the attractive prize (iPad), we expected consumers in the experimental group to devote a greater share of their visits to the focal brand than those in the control group (i.e., ßj > 0). As in Study 2a, we expected the promotion to be more effective for customers with higher attitudinal loyalty than for those with lower attitudinal loyalty (HiJ. This would be revealed by a positive interaction between Group and Loyalty (ß4 > 0). We expected the opposite for habit (Hib), whereby the promotion should be less effective for strongly habitual customers than for those with weaker habit (ßs < 0).
''The prestudy SOVs were not significantly different between the two conditions (6.23% and 9.52% for the control vs. experimental group, respectively; t = 1.04,p > .30), suggesting successful randomization.
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Variable Operationalization
We computed SOV as the percentage of visits to the focal restaurant out of visits to all restaurants during the promotional period. It ranged from 0 to 1, with a mean of 9.9%. We measured attitudinai loyalty with the same scale adapted from the previous two studies. The current sample's loyalty scores ranged from 1 to 7, with a mean of 3.56 (a -.93). We derived habit using the same approach as in Studies 1 and 2a, except that it was based on the eight prepromotion weeks beginning with the start of the semester. We included only time stability because the focal restaurant and most of the restaurants on campus only have one location. The habit scores ranged from 0 to 1.89, with a mean of .20. Because there were no price changes or promotions other than ours for any on-campus eateries during the semester, we did not include price in the model. The impulsiveness and future survey intention questions also did not apply here and were not asked in the survey. As in previous studies, we included age and gender as controls. Table 3 , Panel B, shows the model estimates. A likelihoodratio test showed that our model fits better than a null model with no explanatory variables (x^ = 58.50, p < .001). The pseudo R-square for the model was .32. In support of Hi^, we found a positive interaction between promotional group and loyalty (ß4 = .80, p = .001). We derived the simple slopes for Group at one standard deviation above and below the loyalty mean (M = 3.56, SD = 1.78). Consistent with HI a, when loyalty level was high, the SOV for the experimental group was significantly higher than that for the control group (simple slope = 2.18,/? < .001), suggesting the effectiveness of the promotion on highly loyal consumers. We observed no such difference when loyalty level was low (simple slope = -.61, p = .25). In support of Hjb, we found a negative interaction between promotional group and habit (ß5 = -3.26,p < .001). Comparing the simple slopes at one standard deviation above and below the mean habit level (M = .20, SD = .38) revealed that the promotion only worked for consumers with weak habit (simple slope = 1.99, p = .002) and not for strongly habitual consumers (simple slope = -.49,p -.28).
Results
As we expected, participants in the experimental condition on average reported a marginally higher SOV than those in the control group (ß| = .15, p = .06). The results also revealed a positive main effect for habit (ß3 = 2.44,/7 < .001). The effect of attitudinai loyalty was not significant (ß2 = .05, p = .66), possibly due to the generally low level of loyalty among the participants (M -3.56 out of 7). For the control variables, male participants reported a higher SOV than did female participants (ß7 = .19, p = .03), whereas age effect was not significant (ßg = .03,/? = .38).
Discussion
This study replicates the findings in Study 2a using a different industry context and a true experimental design. Again, we showed that high attitudinai loyalty increased the effectiveness of a cross-selling promotion, whereas the opposite was true for habit. Together, the findings from Studies 2a and 2b demonstrate the utility in distinguishing attitudinally loyal and habitual customers. When cross-selling to these customers, it is necessary to vary the promotional design to fit the driver behind their repeat purchases. In the next study, we explore a promotional design that can effectively cross-sell to habitual consumers and examine the long-term effect of such promotions on high-value repeat customers.
Study 3
To further illustrate the need to separate the two drivers of repeat purchase. Study 3 considers consumer responses both during and after a promotion. We show that when a promotion does not consider habitual consumers' underlying psychological mechanism, it not only will be ineffective but also can disrupt habitual customers' purchases even after the promotion ends. We further demonstrate how to remedy this situation by building action repetition into the promotion. This study also circumvents consumer selfselection by comparing responses within the cross-selling group and thus tests the robustness of Study 2a's findings.
Hypotheses
Previous research has examined the success of cross-selling in moving consumers to the new category (e.g., Kamakura et al. 2003 ). Yet little is known about how this move may reciprocate on purchases in the old category. Although promotions typically motivate purchases, habit research suggests a possible downside in terms of habit disruption. When a habitual consumer encounters an offer that fits the goal of getting better value, such an implicit goal can be triggered (Neal et al. 2012 ) and can switch the consumer to conscious decision making about the next purchase. Because the formerly habitual consumer now makes conscious decisions for each purchase, the associative link between contextual cues weakens and habit is eventually eliminated.
Attitudinally loyal consumers, in contrast, are not likely to experience disruption in their purchases because of a cross-selling promotion. Recall that attitudinai loyalty is based on an enduring positive evaluation of and attitude toward the brand. Consequently, unless the new business area shows such an unsatisfactory performance that consumers must modify their belief about the brand, a crossselling event is unlikely to diminish these consumers' positive attitudes. Indeed, expanding the customer relationship into other areas may even strengthen the positive brand associations that attitudinally loyal consumers have (Kamakura 2008) , which can mitigate potential disruption in their purchase behavior. Overall, we expect attitudinai loyalty and habit to exhibit opposite effects on postpromotional behavior, as specified in the following two hypotheses:
Kii-A cross-selling promotion is less likely to disrupt postpromotional purchases in the original category for consumers with high attitudinai loyalty than for those with low loyalty. H2b: A cross-selling promotion is more likely to disrupt postpromotional purchases in the original category for consumers with strong habit than for those with weak habit.
Although a cross-selling promotion may disrupt habitual purchases, this does not mean that such a promotion is Not All Repeat Customers Are the Same / 31 destined to fail. Because the old habit (e.g., buy fuel only) is broken, it is possible to foster a new habit (e.g., buy both fuel and in-store items each time) simultaneously. In support of this hypothesis, the habit literature indicates that suppressing an old habit is more effective if it is accompanied by the formation of a new habit (Wood and Neal 2007) . This requires repetitive performance of the task to facilitate new habit formation. Applied to marketing, instead of a one-shot deal, a business can require shoppers to repeat a desired behavior to receive an incentive. In doing so, consumers will be more likely to translate the repeated behavior into a new habit and avoid disruption in their purchases (Wood and Neal 2009 ). This leads to the third hypothesis:
H3: The effect of habit on disruption as specified in H2b is weaker when a cross-selling promotion requires consumers to repeat the behavior than when no such repetition is required.
Study Design and Procedures
We conducted a field experiment with a different convenience store chain. The chain operated in a different geographic area but offered a similar loyalty program as the other company. The study had two stages. In the first stage, an online survey similar to the one used by the other chain was sent to all loyalty program members who had an e-mail address on file. We used it to derive attitudinal loyalty as in previous studies. The survey link was sent to 26,715 deliverable email addresses, of which 1,023 consumers completed the questionnaire. Three weeks after the survey, those identified as fuelonly customers (as defined in Study 2a) were assigned through complete randomization to one of two experimental conditions. In both conditions, consumers were told that they would receive a free 20-ounce bottle of water after they purchased three bottles from inside the store. In the baseline condition, there was no restriction on how the promotional requirement is fulfilled, whether through one or more purchases. In the action repetition condition, consumers had to buy one bottle during each of three in-store visits, at the end of which they would receive a bottle for free. The deal was announced by personalized e-mails and individualized audio messages at the fuel pump. The audio messages were played by a device installed at the pump that connected to a back-end database and thus could play individualized audio messages on the basis of the membership card recognized at the time of fueling. Matching data from the two stages yielded 328 consumers, including 130 from the baseline condition and 198 from the action repetition condition. The data covered a 12-week prepromotion period, the 4-week promotional period, and 12 postpromotion weeks. We operationalized the variables as in Study 2a (for descriptive statistics, see Table 4 , Panel A).
Effectiveness of Cross-Seiiing Promotion
To examine consumer responses during the promotion, we used the same zero-infiated negative binomial model as in Study 2a (see Equation 5 ). Here, we model the log-transformed purchase rate as follows:
This equation is similar to Equation 6 (from Study 2a), with a few changes. Because the entire sample here represents fuel-only customers, we no longer have CS, and its interaction terms. Instead, the parameters for Loyalty; (ß2) and Habit| (ß3) directly measure the effect of the baseline promotion (i.e., when action repetition [AR] = 0) on attitudinally loyal and habitual consumers. We also do not have Impulse and Surveylntent as controls, because the company chose not to ask those questions in the survey.
We estimated the model using 1,312 weekly observations during the promotion. Our model fits the data better than a null model with no predictors (x^ = 55.60,/? < .001). The expected portion of zero counts from the model was close to the observed portion (70.12% vs. 70.27%). Table 4 , Panel B, shows the parameter estimates. Again, we focus on the count model and use clustered robust standard errors. In support of Hia, consumers with high attitudinal loyalty showed a higher in-store purchase rate than did consumers with low attitudinal loyalty (ß2 = .17, p = .02). In addition, in support of Hn,, consumers with strong habit were less responsive to the baseline promotion than were consumers with weaker habit (ß2 = -.76,p = .05).
The ARj main effect was not significant {p -.41), but it interacted with both Loyaltyj and Habitj. Loyal consumers responded less positively to the action repetition design than to the baseline condition (ß4 --.25,p -.02), possibly because of the more restrictive purchase requirement. In contrast, habitual consumers responded more positively to action repetition than to the baseline condition (ßs = 2.02,p = .008). Indeed, the simple slope for Habitj under action repetition was significantly positive (ß = 2.35,p = .01), suggesting that habitual consumers responded better to the actionrepetition cross-selling promotion than did nonhabitual consumers. This finding is consistent with the notion that habitual people respond more positively to behavioral modification if it helps them form a new routine (Wood and Neal 2009) .
For the control variables, we fotind a marginally positive effect of loyalty program history (ß7 = .27, p = .10). The price variable was not significant, however (p = .65), possibly due to the low variation in price. The average price ranged from $9.41 to $9.55 during the four weeks, representing a mere 1.47% change. For the demographic variables, we again found male participants to buy more frequently than female participants (ßc = .53,p = .003), but consumers' age did not matter (p = .33).
Postpromotion Disruption
A key objective of this study is to examine the long-term effect of a cross-selling promotion on purchases in the original product category. To do so, we compared the average weekly fuel purchase frequency of the 12 prepromotion weeks with the 12 postpromotion weeks. We coded a consumer as showing disruption (i.e.. Disruption; = 1) if the postpromotion frequency was less than the prepromotion frequency, and 0 otherwise. We found that 40.85% of the sample showed a disruption in their fuel purchases. Although this dichotomization results in the loss of information, prior research has shown that it is superior when the response variable is subject to noise (Yue and Xue 2010) . In the present context, consumers' fuel purchase frequency could have been affected by temporary change in travel/driving needs (for a variety of reasons), which we cannot account for. As a result, we chose to dichotomize the variable for more robust results.
We ran a logistic regression, as shown in Equation 9. For simplicity of expression, we omitted the individual subscripts in the equation. We used the same set of independent variables but had to adjust the two marketing control variables to accommodate the individual-level analysis here.
Instead of weekly average price, which was the same for every consumer, we used the change in average fuel price each consumer paid post-versus prepromotion. This enabled price to vary by participant and reflected the effect of price fluctuation on his or her fuel purchase frequency change. For loyalty program history, we used the log-transformed number of loyalty program enrollment weeks at the beginning of the promotion instead of varying by week. We fit the model on the 328 consumers in our sample. The model performed significantly better than a null model with no predictors {j} -25.20,p-.003) . The Nagelkerke's pseudo R-square for the model was .10. Using a cutoff threshold of .5, the model correctly classified 64.33% of the cases, which was significantly better than chance (Press's Q -26.94,/7<.001).
The results showed a significant effect of AR (YI --.93, p = .02), suggesting that action repetition is less likely to disrupt consumers with average attitudinal loyalty and habit than the baseline promotion. Contrary to expectation (H2a), when exposed to the baseline promotion, more-loyal consumers were no less likely to experience disruption in their fuel purchase than less-loyal consumers (p = .85). The interaction between attitudinal loyalty and action repetition was also not significant (p = .23). In support of H2b, the baseline promotion was more likely to disrupt the fuel purchase of strongly habitual consumers than that of weakly habitual consumers (73 = 2.04,/? = .03). Especially notable is the significant negative interaction between habit and action repetition (75 = -2.19,/? = .04). Consistent with H3, the repetition requirement helped habitual consumers form a new routine and, as a result, alleviated the disruption in their purchases from the original category (fuel). Combining the slopes reveals that under action repetition, habit no longer predicted a greater tendency to experience disruption ip = .89).5
For the control variables, we found an expected positive effect of price change (yg = .12, /? = .05), suggesting that an increase in price is likely to lead to disruption in purchases. Furthermore, the longer a consumer had been in the loyalty program, the less likely he or she was to show disruption (y-j = -.60, p -.019). We also found older consumers to have a lower probability of experiencing disruption (yg = -.02, p = .05). Gender did not matter (p -.76).
Discussion
In Study 3, we again demonstrate the opposite effects of attitudinal loyalty and habit on cross-selling response. We further show that a one-shot cross-selling promotion not only is ineffective for habitual customers but also can have a negative impact on their purchases in the original category. In addressing this problem, we find that companies can make their cross-selling more successful and alleviate potential disruption of habitual consumers by building action repetition into the promotion, thus encouraging the formation of a new routine. The significant interaction between habit and to the long time period covered by our data, it is possible that the disruption effect was caused by seasonality, whereby people tend to travel/drive more during the summer months. Because our prepromotion period covered February to May and the postpromotion period covered June to September, this seasonality would have favored postpromotion, which is opposite to the disruption effect we found. An altemative impact from seasonality is that the change in season itself can disrupt a habit. Yet this universal influence on habitual consumers cannot explain different responses to the two designs. Another possible explanation for the decrease in fuel purchases is that consumers may have bought more in each transaction. Our data show a slight decrease in transaction size instead (Mprep"",otio" = 10.77, Mpos,promotion = 10.24; p = .05), thus ruling out this altemative explanation. action repetition suggests that habit-driven consumers value the opportunity to adapt and optimize their routines more than their conscious goals. If a conscious goal (e.g., valuing time over money) had guided these consumers instead, they would not have sacrificed the extra time necessary to enter the store multiple times, as required in the action repetition approach. This shows the power of past behavior as reflected by habit. We surmise that this precedence of routine adaptation and optimization over conscious goals can be explained by the lower cognitive resources needed to modify a routine than to pursue a conscious goal (Wood and Neal 2007) .
General Discussion impiications for Mariteting Literature
Both marketing research and practice have often labeled consumers who repeatedly purchase a brand as loyal customers (e.g., Che and Seetharaman 2009 ). However, repeat purchase only represents a behavioral pattern that can be motivated by distinct underlying mechanisms such as attitudinal loyalty and habit. Little research has closely examined the underlying psychological difference between these two forces and the moderating effects they may have on consumer responses to marketing stimuli. Addressing this gap, we draw on recent advances in habit research and devise a way to measure individual habit strength from observed purchase behavior. This individual-level operationalization of habit strength enables more accurate integration of habit into studies of consumer repeat purchase.
Applying this approach to consumer transaction history at a convenience store chain, we reveal significant impact fi-om both attitudinal loyalty and habit on repeat purchase. In three subsequent studies, we find that attitudinal loyalty increased the effectiveness of a cross-selling promotion, whereas habit showed the opposite effect and rendered the same promotion less effective. Furthermore, a generic cross-selling promotion not only is ineffective in moving habitual consumers to the new category but can also negatively affect their purchases in the old category, even after the promotion ends. We demonstrate how a firm can counter this negative impact by building action repetition into the promotional design.
impiications for Mari(eting Practice
Our findings suggest that it is not optimal to lump all highvalue customers into one target segment, because these consumers may react differently to the same marketing stimuli. Instead, firms should tease out the drivers of repeat purchase and design their marketing programs accordingly. To implement the insight from this research, we suggest firms begin by creating a two-dimensional index to characterize each consumer on attitudinal loyalty and habit. Well-established scales are available to measure attitudinal loyalty through consumer surveys. The approach we proposed in Study 1 can then be used to derive a consumer's habit score. The only requirement is that past transactions be captured along key contextual dimensions (e.g., time and location of purchase). With a sufficiently extensive purchase history, firms can readily gauge habit strength by the frequency and contextual stability of past purchases.
With this two-dimensional representation of each consumer, firms can then devise proper interaction tactics on the basis of these two drivers of repeat purchase. Because abundant advice exists regarding how to appeal to attitudinally loyal customers' positive attitude and emotion, we focus on how to best manage habit-driven consumers. For these consumers, it is critical to maintain a consistent contextual environment to facilitate the performance of their routines. Marketers must be cautious about actions that are meant to encourage more spending but may inadvertently disrupt or inhibit habit execution (e.g., changing store layout, promoting purchases during hours outside the consumers' typical routine). If the strategic goal is to change habitual consumers' behavior such as cross-buying, it is more efficient to add the desired behavior onto their old routine than to disrupt the old habit and establish a completely new routine. Our results show that at least one way to do so is to build action repetition into a promotion. Because habit development requires repeating the same behavior over time under stable contextual cues, habitual consumers who are asked to repeat the same desired target behavior multiple times are much more likely to eventually integrate that behavior into their existing routine.
More specifically related to cross-selling, recent research suggests that not all cross-buying is profitable and that initially unprofitable consumers can carry over their nonprofitable behavior even when they buy from more areas (Shah et al. 2012) . It is therefore wise not to make cross-selling offers to all consumers. Our research directly complements these findings by helping identify consumers who may fall into the "do-not-cross-sell" category. The two-dimensional representation of each consumer already indicates the consumer's habit strength. Combined with knowledge of consumer profitability, it is possible to identify unprofitable consumers who are also highly habitual. These consumers are most likely to carry over the same behavioral pattern to other business areas and therefore should be excluded from cross-selling.
Limitations and Further Research
This research has several limitations. First, our studies only covered a limited set of cross-selling campaigns. As the incentive rises, even habitual consumers may overcome the barrier and respond well to a promotion. This is worthwhile to address in further research. More broadly, there are other contexts in which attitudinal loyalty and habit can have intriguing effects, such as in encouraging word of mouth and addressing service failures. More research is needed to understand how these marketing actions should be adapted to the two drivers for maximum effectiveness. Relatedly, it will be beneficial to consider the firm-level implications of these individual differences, such as firm profit, customer turnover, and customer equity.
Second, the effects we found may not generalize to all contexts. Here, we only used two fast-moving services. But as Cool and Paranikas (2011) point out, turnover rate can change opportunities for making purchase decisions. Consumers are less likely to form habits for durable goods due to the low purchase frequency and potentially less stable contexts in each purchase, which in turn weakens the moderating effect of habit on cross-selling response. Our studies did not capture this distinction. Another issue that limits the generalizability of our results is the exclusive focus on loyalty program members in most studies and the reliance on survey responses for attitudinal loyalty, which further restricted our sample. Because consumers who self-select into the loyalty program and choose to answer the survey are likely to be more frequent and loyal buyers, our findings must be tested in a more general non-loyalty program context. Further research should also consider other measures of attitudinal loyalty (e.g., observable actions in social media) that can enable a broader consumer population to be examined.
Third, this research compared attitudinal loyalty and habit as independent constructs and did not consider how they may interact. In reality, a consumer can be both attitudinally loyal and habitual. If so, do these traits reinforce or interfere with each other? In contexts in which loyalty and habit have opposite effects, which effect will dominate? Relatedly, this research treated attitudinal loyalty and habit as a given and examined their subsequent impact on marketing actions. An equally intriguing question is how consumers arrive at different levels of attitudinal loyalty versus habit and how marketing actions can affect each path. Whereas behavioral repetition and stable context are necessary conditions for habit to form as an automatic process, attitudinal loyalty requires more deliberate information processing in the formation process. Better understanding their development processes will shed light on how to develop the relationship that a customer desires and how to maximize customer lifetime value.
Finally, because we focused on comparing attitudinal loyalty and habit, we did not consider the various components of habit in-depth. Although Study 1 shows similar influence of time and location stability, these stability components can play different roles in different situations and may also interact with each other. A more in-depth examination of the relationship among these components will lead to a deeper understanding of consumption habit and generate useful managerial insights in targeting specific contextual cues.
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